=4 eila Risteli

e : ﬂ——:*';f-'"t-‘-- University of Oulu
-~ ® Hans-Peter Ekre

Karolinska Institute Innovation System

fmq\
% } Mukul Ranjan, Ph.D., May 2006 Helsinki 1



o
Tl

= _,_‘i."‘ -

VI HM | an_j‘an, Ph.D
=) _Epe e of Technology Development
_"F;"N'am')nal Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases
Natlgnal Institutes of Health, Bethesda, Maryland

fm\
i } Mukul Ranjan, Ph.D., May 2006 Helsinki 2



. Annual budget of $ 28. 8 _}11101_1 (2006) i
; i Y it - :
> 40'6/" ofﬁunﬁm or&ﬁ?ﬁaﬁyral%esearch

Aﬁ‘ﬁroxamat«ewly 200 e'énea:rc' 1'Prbjécts, - |

- 38_000grantee 1nm1gatdi'sv o T*w._*r‘- } [

) B'lasm & cllnléhi‘re%ea‘mh\thsé‘?jéﬁ,
TTRESNYy, "
“’"‘Mﬁl ifacture of pro uxft‘s*Wﬂh Induétry

*F*

ggy transfer staff c;f -13() / #

M
: &
gy i1
-

S P, 1310




4_{!'




Mukul Ranjan, Ph.D.,

'.;H-'\' _\TT- S
Avian Flu
Malaria

TB

Dengue, WNV
Enteric Diseases
Transplantation
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[Iteract _hs with Industry
| es for Research

= roduct development
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D; Funding for projectstoutside the US

Dollars in Millions

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Fiscal Year (est)  (est)
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L Awards to the Private-Secior

$ Funding as Percent
$ Funding of Total NIAID Budget

$822M 19% of $4.3B
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$74M

1995 2004 1995 2004
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
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process
AN ;L'QAQ,.__M developed by
a ' ization, in one area or for
! pose is applied in another

oA 1zat10n, in another area or for
ther purpose.”
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TT Works! "
— “The Federal
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science has yielded
stunning payoffs. It
3 '“‘L:r é-e mic has spawned not

De elopmen ¢ only new products,
Ee——— but also entire
_::. ) C rowth of new industries”

il T

— =f1ndustry
| ;- J - Source: Unlocking Our
- Avallablllty Of New Future:. 1998. A Report to
TeChnOIOgy the US Congress.
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intramural NIH Technology T {2 pa—

SAPP: 400 new in_g_r__qn'f'_lon reportsyyxr.

9 Jyar’)-.CCG AT
J Jv—u' 300 active licenses

e ear, y 200 technologies in the market

'i'

J ;—4--" -mllllon royalty income FY2005

R e
o —

""' -"‘G\'rer'84% licenses are non-exclusive

=3 About 149% licenses with non-US firms

*. Over 52% licenses with small companies
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Bene! its of TT in the US -ﬂ—'
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EY .compames formed in 2002 based on
MESEATC <l S)i I)\, 24820 companiesthave

. 40 Billion added to US economy (1999 Survey)

Source AUTM survey 2002,1999
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e as it"is'practiced today grew;out’
Ji drunique: seg'condihatﬁ‘ﬁn the

United States in the 70s and S80s

o CI _I.!,_: ge in funding trends for research
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' er pace of commercialization
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nereasing foreign economic
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‘Dissatisfaction with use of govt. owned
inventions
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Theselcitcumstances led to series, of.
_events in the 80’ S
th -t-revolut—lﬂmzed T e US
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'I‘Imt/ I aws for TT
o otre _(b thenmg of Patent Laws

) rgence and Maturing of Research

ed Industries (Biotechnology in
rtlcular)
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€ 1slat10n‘1 Regardi
Tec_;smm Trans

! wUnlver31tV and Small Business Patent Act (1980)
\ 'L:/:L_SJ rL_.,. Vydler T echnolo,qv Innovation Act (1980)

:;_:Natlonal Competitiveness Technology Transfer (1989)
: —_ _ h‘iNatlonal Cooperative Research and Production Act (1993)
— Technology Transfer Commercialization Act (2000)
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University Research:
ole Act (19

g -

— —

—

| MIVETSITIES 10 talke ownership of Inventions arising

e_r‘*_‘ i’nf:nt funded research.

b l.
\_,-'l'

B Regulations were issued to Universities (37 CFR 401)
'r, Lcornell edu/cfr/37p401.htm).
Pu '; eqpatents
University must require its staff to disclose inventions (written
: ;_ —agreements)
" Must disclose invention within 2 months to government agency
—_.-f_,_:.-
— — — Ifuniversity decides to keep invention, it must file a patent

==

-~ application before rights are lost

- — Universities must share with the inventor a share of the income
- ' from licensing of inventions

— US Government gets a royalty free license to all govt. funded
inventions
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i

t Employee Agreements = at employment
Each Invention = within 60 days

ve. e Blection or Waive Title & within 2 years
‘Ifatent = within 1 yr. of election

. .|E‘_r
Q

= ”J‘N eed for a Technology transfer /patent office

Details at:
https://s-edison.info.nih.gov/iEdison/nihprocs.jsp
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| 'el of Technology Transfer :

Impact of New —
_
Possiblyathesmostiinspiredypiece ofilegislation

toibelenacted in America over the past half-
e ; was the Bayh-Dole Act of 1980.”

Souree;: Trig J onomlst Adnnovation's Goldern Goose” Dec 12, 2002

;'

“Ielialely 1nsp1rat10n from the United States, nearly
S lifother OECD countries have reformed research
':=-E élmg regulations or employment laws to allow

~ fesearch institutions to file, own and 11cense the IP
~gencrated with public research funds.” Prominent
- among these are Germany, Austria, Denmark,
Norway, Japan and Korea.
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See: OECD report “Turning Science into Business: Patenting and Licensing at Public
Research Organizations 2003”
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UsS “ernmen-béfResearch | i
echnolo_gy Inno

iss' r Ué' covt. agencies and their
QJ/ ['Q I'FIH ,OHV re :jq—‘( I’( rlrlf Qrele

— ——

lc zt~0 government labs ensure that:
'-'r ient LLabs must set up a TT office

st set aside funds for patenting
Du : Tgovernment scientists to disclose inventions

= _:EE'F emie from patents must be shared with inventors — share of
= royalty set by law

a2

: = May enter into formal research collaborations agreements
~ ~ imvolving exchange of funds and or intellectual property with
~_ ~industry and other entities
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Collaboerations

® Formal

® Intormal
® Farly stage
technology that

needs cooperation to
develop
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Technology

Transfer
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TT in Collaborations

Licenses
Collaborations

Products
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Researc ollm&oﬁs

“Today’s sﬁ"‘

technology enterpnse is_
more like an ecos stern

:,,L

than a producti

Fundamen_ ‘
and techno! lo
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~ Science in the National
Interest. 1994. Washington,

DC: Office of Science and
Technology Policy.
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Researchmshincreasingly: collaborative and global:
Flewaoi R&zD Funds overseas (2002) -
. — ‘l!_‘
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(Billions of Current US Dollars)

T Source: National Science Foundation, Science and Engineering Indicators 2006
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~_ ® International grants and

- programs Unlocking Our Future. 1998, A
Report to the US Congress.
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d research plan

= Ex ‘hemge and origins of Materials

a_

= == }1f1dent1a11ty

-
-l-l-_._ —

_._ — Intellectual property — protection and management

= Institutional policies, goals and legal constraints

- ) Examples: Material Transfer Agreements, Clinical Trial
Agreements, inter-institutional and international
agreements, sponsored research agreements, etc.
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== A Ccess to)scientific, regulatory and commercial
_—.; —3¢ jek)pment expertise
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= “ACCGSS tonew technology
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~ ® The “satisfaction factor”: Your hard work transformed
into a usetul product
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